Charles H. Keith. Ph.D: 

Consultant 


June 27* 1933 


Mr. E. Peppies 

Sr. Vice President & General Counsel 
1600 W. Hill Street 
Louisville* ST 40210 

Dear Mr. Pepples: 

I am writing you concerning the Federal Trade Commission's 
findings about the Barclay cigarette and the Actron filter. As will 
be shown later in this letter* ay opinion is that the Commission's 
proposed remedial action in modifying the smoking machine holder to 
block off some or all of the ventilation channels is based on the 
false premise that human smokers routinely block these channels. In 
my opinion, it is more likely that smokers of Barclay and other ultra- 
low tar cigarettes take larger puffs at more frequent intervals to 
obtain their level of taste satisfaction than the standard FTC routine 
which consists of 33 milliliter puffs taken at one minute intervals. 
Such a more vigorous human smoking routine would increase the tar 
delivery of all these brands. 

Before discussing the data which support this contention* let me 
provide you with some background data on my qualifications. I have 
been associated with the tobacco and allied industries for almost 30 
years. For ten years from 1934 to 1964 I was employed by Liggett & 
Myers as a physical chemist and supervisor in their research 
department. During this period I conducted basic research on the 
nature of tobacco smoke* human smoking characteristics* *nd partici¬ 
pated in the development of new cigarettes. One of the better known 
developments was the charcoal filter system used on their Lark brand* 
which has enjoyed modest success in this country and elsewhere* 
particularly in Japan. 
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In late 1964, I left Liggett & Myers to join the Celanese 
Corporation in Charlotte, North Carolina as a group leader, research 
associate and eventually as a senior research associate in their 
fibers technical department* My work with them largely consisted of a 
continuation of basic studies in smoke chemistry and filtration and 
the development of new cigarette filtration systems and tobacco sup¬ 
plements, as veil as participating in improvements in the almost 
universal cellulose acetate filter system* I retired from Celanese in 
late 1932* 

During my career vith these organizations, I have been awarded 
some 22 patenes in the tobacco and related' fields, have authored some 
25 articles on tobacco and filter research as well as several refer¬ 
ence articles and book chapters, and was the second recipient of the 
Philip Morris Award for distinguished achievement in tobacco science* 
Since my retirement I have worked as a consultant, primarily for the 
Research and Development Department of Brown & Williamson in the 
fields of smoke filtration, smoke aerosol research, and tobacco 
chemistry in general* 

turning now to the FTC data (which were provided to me in con¬ 
fidence by Brown & Williamson), the remedial action proposed by the 
Commission is to modify the cigarette holder so that all or part of 
the Barclay vent system is disabled* From examination of the data, 
including cotinine studies and ventilation measurements with the PPA, 
which are suspect becausd of the intrusive nature of the apparatus, 
the FTC consultants have estimated that human smokers receive from 3 
to 7 milligrams of tar from Barclay. From tar delivery versus venti¬ 
lation data on which B&W and PM agree, this can be equated to a 44 to 
70 percent ventilation* Considering the effects of vent channel 
blockage, total blockage (i*e«, 02 ventilation and 12 to 14 mg tar 
delivery) does not seem appropriate, and if utilized would be highly 
punitive to the Barclay and other Actron filter brands* 

A smoking system utilizing single or multiple vent blockage would 
be difficult to handle in practice as it would require judgment on the 
operators part as to which vent channels should be closed and manipu¬ 
lative skill in either preparing the cigarettes or in inserting them 
into the holder* 

As indicated in the foregoing, I seriously doubt that the human 
smoker routinely blocks any of the Barclay vent channels* The 
observed ventilation reduction shown in the PPA studies and other 
physical measurements and the pattern shown in the cotinine tracer 
studies can be explained in another, and to me more reasonable 
manner* From studies on human smoking characteristics conducted some 
years ago with considerably higher tar unfiltered cigarettes, it is 
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known that human smokers tend to take larger puffs than the machine 
standard 35 milliliters* It has also been shown in such measurements 
that the interval between puffs is more nearly 30 seconds than the FTC 
method's 60 seconds* With the ultra-low tar cigarettes in question 
here, it is highly likely that these trends would be accentuated. If 
the current holder, which does not foil the Barclay vent system is 
utilised and the puff volume is increased to 45 milliliters, it is 
estimated from regression equations established from smoking data 
obtained at 3&W and R* J* Reynolds that the tar delivery of Barclay 
would increase to 2 milligrams, while chat of the other ultra-low 
brands would go to 1*5 milligrams* 

If in addition, the puff interval were reduced to 30 seconds, the 
Barclay tar delivery would increase to 3 milligrams, while that of the 
others would increase to about 2 milligrams. The Barclay delivery 
would thus be in Che vicinity of the FTC consultants estimates. Thus 
with reasonable assumptions as to human smoking behavior and without 
foiling the ventilation system, tar deliveries within the expected 
range would be achieved* This prediction should of course be con¬ 
firmed by machine smoking trials and it would be highly desirable to 
obtain human smoking data on this type of cigarette with an unobtru¬ 
sive apparatus or system* 

One final point that should be considered is the Commission's 
question as to whether tar band rankings should be utilized instead of 
numerical tar values. I chink that bands, i.e.* ultra-low, low, 
medium and regular, should be utilized rather than discrete numbers* 
This is based on the observation that the precision of the FTC test 
with low delivery, highly ventilated cigarettes may be much poorer 
than Che plus or minus one half milligram found for higher delivery 
brands* This combined with the wide variability between human smokers 
as to puffing characteristics and potential abuse of the cigarette 
makes, to my mind, integral tar numbers meaningless. A broader des¬ 
cription of brands as being in a tar category would seem to convey . 
more really useful Information to the human consumer. 

I hope that these comments are useful in your deliberations. 



Charles 3. Keith 
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